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Some of them may be more sympa-
thetic than some of the others; but I
will tell you, we happen to believe that
the editorial pages of the New York
Times and Washington Post have a
leftward tilt, and I think the success of
talk radio on the conservative side is
in large part a response, a response, to
a level of frustration that many Ameri-
cans have felt over the message that
has come from the New York Times
and the Washington Post editorial
pages.

So I happen to believe that we have
some wonderful, wonderful things tak-
ing place in this country; and we need
to do more to encourage creativity.
And the idea of having the government
clamp down, jeopardizing the oppor-
tunity to pursue new technologies,
which it will take investment to do,
would just plain be wrong.

I have to go upstairs, but I thank my
friend for yielding; and I very much ap-
preciate the opportunity to engage in
this discussion and look forward to
again another free-flowing debate with
hundreds of thousands of people fol-
lowing us as we talk about whether or
not we should have a national
healthcare system.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Reclaiming
my time, I think both gentlemen
would, in fact, have to agree that in
our country and in a democracy like
ours, we live often by the golden rule;
but we also have to acknowledge that
whoever has got the most gold, most
often makes the rules. And I am afraid
that too much of the gold is becoming
concentrated in too few places, which
really means that corporate ownership
is becoming too powerful; and when it
does, then it makes for a skewed de-
mocracy or a more one-sided decision-
making process, and it needs to be bal-
anced off a little bit, which really
means that more people need to be-
come part of the ownership of America,
rather than too few people owning too
much.

If that is the thesis that the gen-
tleman from Vermont is promoting,
then I would agree with him, and yield
for further amplification.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I think
my friend said it very, very well. This
is a great Nation, and we have enor-
mous things to be proud of. But I re-
main very, very concerned that fewer
and fewer people own more and more of
our economy, own more and more of
our media, while, at the same time, the
average person that the gentleman and
I represent are working, in many cases,
longer hours for lower wages just to
keep their heads above water.

But the point of my remarks tonight
was not just to talk about the economy
and ownership in the economy, but was
to talk about the media; and my deep
concern is that the American people
are not hearing all points of view; that
corporate ownership of the media is
preventing a large segment of ideas
which represent the thinking of many,
many Americans from getting out
there, and I think that is not good for
our democracy.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman, and, reclaiming my time, I
would have to agree. I would even go
beyond just the media. I mean, one of
the reasons, for example, that I am so
much in favor of employees reaching
the point where they exercise more
ownership of where they are and where
they work is because the more you
spread the ownership, the more you
open up the process; and the more open
the process, the greater the potential
for this commodity that we call democ-
racy. I think that is what we are con-
stantly striving for, a more democratic
Nation, where more people are engaged
and are part of the decision-making.

I want to thank the gentleman for
coming down.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank my friend for
allowing me to participate.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R.
3090, ECONOMIC SECURITY AND
RECOVERY ACT OF 2001
Mr. DRIER (during special order of

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 107–367) on the
resolution (H. Res. 360) providing for
consideration of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 3090) to provide
tax incentives for economic recovery,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

PRICE SUPPORT PAYMENT
LIMITATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the agricultural industry in the
United States over the last 100 years
has contributed a great deal. As we de-
velop this year’s farm bill, we are now
trying to decide, number one, how
much should we pay in terms of tax
subsidies to farmers, tax dollars going
into subsidies to farmers, to make sure
that the agricultural industry in the
United States survives.

Farmers are facing record low prices
compared to the last 20 years. In fact,
in terms of what a bushel of wheat
would buy, the wheat price today is
much lower than it was 50 years ago.

What kind of policy do we want in
the United States? We are now in a
subsidy war, if you will, with other
countries. Other countries have decided
they are going to do anything nec-
essary to keep their farmers operating,
so they are subsidizing their farmers in
these other countries substantially.
Their extra production from Europe,
from these other countries, go into
what would otherwise be our markets,
so the resulting overproduction from
all over the world results in low com-
modity prices, and the low commodity
prices today would not keep most
farmers in business.

Subsidies in the United States rep-
resent about 17 percent of the gross in-
come of the average farm. The average
net income of an average farm is
around 6 percent. So, again, without
the subsidy payments, most farms in
the United States would lose money
every year.

Now, the irony is that farmers do not
like to have this subsidy check coming
from the government. They would
much rather have a real marketplace,
where there was real competition
throughout the world, where they
could compete and make good money
farming. And make no mistake, our
farmers in the United States can com-
pete, if you will, excuse the expression,
on a level playing field, with any other
agricultural producers in the world in
most commodities.

Our challenge right now is the Sen-
ate has passed one farm bill, and the
House has passed another farm bill,
substantially different in the concepts
of where they want agriculture to go
and what they want in the farm bill.
That includes rural development, that
includes the environment in rural
areas, that includes the WIC program
for food for infants and pregnant moth-
ers, that includes the Food Stamp pro-
gram.

Just as a footnote here, let me say
how we have changed the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture over the last 50
years. USDA, that part of USDA that is
involved in production agriculture,
with farmers, now represents only
about 25 percent of the total budget of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.

I am here tonight to talk about pay-
ment limitations to some of the huge
mega-farmers in the United States.
The Senate in their bill had provisions
that incorporated a level of payment
limitations in the hope that some of
the large mega-farms would have some
kind of a cap, some kind of limit on the
payments they received, so there would
be more money for what I would call
the average mainstream farmer in the
United States and some of the other
programs in the agricultural bill.

We passed an agriculture bill back in
1996 that pretty much everybody sup-
ported. All of the farm organizations
thought it was a good idea. What that
was is the Freedom to Farm, and it was
a phase-out of government subsidy pro-
grams. So over 7 years, the subsidy
payments to farmers went down and
down, and then in the eighth year
farmers were supposed to produce
strictly for the market.

What happened is the economy in
Asia was tremendously disrupted and
their purchases went down, and we had
a glut of extra farm production; so
prices went down, and even with the
one subsidy phase-out payment, farm-
ers were going broke, going out of busi-
ness, going bankrupt.

Now we are developing this new farm
legislation, and the question before us
is should we have payment limitations
on how much money any one farm op-
eration can receive in payments from
the Federal Government.
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Let me give you one statistic. Right

now, the top largest 5 percent of the
farms receive 49 percent of the pay-
ments. Five percent almost receive
half of all the payments. Some have
suggested, look, we do have limits on
payments. The fact is that we do not
have real limits of any kind on price
support payments.

Let me just spend a minute on price
supports. In our farm programs, what
we have is we say to a farmer that to
cover at least their fixed costs, that we
will guarantee a certain price, and if
the market is less than that particular
price, government will make up the
difference between the current market
price and what the Congress has
thought to be a price that will at least
cover most of the fixed expenses of that
particular farm producing that par-
ticular crop.

Just for the record, let me throw in
those price support payments. The na-
tional average now on rice is $6.50 a
hundred weight; cotton is $52.9 cents a
pound; wheat is $2.58 cents a bushel;
soybeans are $5.26 a bushel; and corn is
$1.89 a bushel.

So for example, on corn, at $1.89 a
bushel, if the current market price is
$1.79 in that particular county, then
the government will come up with an
extra 10 cents per bushel for those
farmers.

In terms of my interest in this area,
I am a farmer from Michigan. I was
born and raised on a family farm. I was
on the United States Department of
Agriculture State Committee in Michi-
gan as its chairman. I came to Wash-
ington when Earl Butz asked me to
come to Washington to help phase out
some of the complicated farm pro-
grams in 1970, and we went from a
stack about 10 feet high of program
regulations for farmers down to maybe
a stack a foot high of those regulations
for farmers, and sold a lot of the stor-
age bins that the Federal Government
had that tended to depress prices for
farmers even more.

We did not have problems with the
kind of payment limitations in those
years because the price of the com-
modity was higher than the support
price. We had crazy programs for diver-
sions and set-asides; and ever since 1934
when we first started farm programs, it
has tended to be farm programs that
had more benefit for the big, richer,
larger farm operations.
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So a big, larger farm operation has a
lower per unit cost of production; and,
therefore, the difference in price to
make it up was a little more beneficial
to them in terms of adding to their
profit than a small family farm that
had a larger unit cost of production.

So what happened from 1934 through
the 1960s and into the 1970s is the very
small farms went out of business, and
the medium-sized farms thought, well,
if I buy that small farm and I work
maybe another couple of hours a day, I
can make a little more money for my

family so that my kids have some of
the same advantages as my city cous-
ins.

Well, it tended to be progressive; and,
pretty soon, what was considered a
large farm was considered a small farm
and the larger farms bought out those
smaller farms. Now, over the last 60
years, we have gone from an average of
about 40 acres, 50 acres per farm to 460
acres per farm.

Let me just give my colleagues a re-
port from the Environmental Working
Group that went to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture and got all of the
payments to all of the farmers and the
farm operations in the United States.
As my colleagues will recall, I men-
tioned earlier that 5 percent of the
farms are now receiving 49 percent, al-
most 50 percent of farm payments that
go out. If we were to have the kind of
payment limitations that are in the
Senate bill, it would save between $2
billion and $3 billion.

I am going to move away from the
mike and just write these numbers in.
According to the Environmental Work-
ing Group, these are the top recipients
of farm program payments between the
years 1996 and 2000. I think everybody
that is watching might be able to see
that. They are Riceland Foods, $49 mil-
lion; Farmers Rice Corporation, $38.2
million; Harvest States Co-op, $28.1
million; Tyler Farms, $23.8 million;
Producers Rice Mill, $19 million. These
are the mega farm operations. These
are the huge landowners. These are not
the 400 or the 500 or the 1,000 or the
2,000 or the 3,000 or the 4,000 acre farms.
These are the 40,000, 50,000, 60,000,
70,000, 80,000 acre farms.

What I am suggesting in this short
debate this evening is that my col-
leagues work to have a farm program
that is more fair to the mainstream
farmers of our country and to limit the
kind of payments as we have a limit in
the Senate bill. Some of the pressures,
of course, come from the big operations
that are getting these large payments.

Bear with me a minute and let me
just go through a scenario of why there
is no cap or limits on farm payments,
and that has disturbed me quite a lot
over the years, because we sort of fool
people into saying there is a limit on
price support payments. Because, in
the law, it says there is going to be a
limit on price support payments of
$150,000 per farmer. That is what the
law says. So a lot of organizations have
tended to say, well, we have payment
limits on price support.

Here is what happens. It is a little
complicated. But once we hit the
$150,000 limit, then we have another
program that is called a Nonrecourse
Loan Program. So any farmer can take
his rice, corn, wheat, cotton, soybeans
in and give the government the title to
that crop. The government will give
him a loan that is equal to the price
support payment, and then that farmer
has the option of forfeiting on that
loan and keeping the money, which
gives that farmer exactly the same

benefit as the price support payment in
the first place. So it is sort of one can
do an end run and still collect millions
of dollars in price support payments.

I would just urge my colleagues and
I would urge the conferees from the
Senate and the House to look at the
kind of payment limitations that still
can be fair to farmers, that still offer
some loan provisions to those farmers
so that we do not have to glut the mar-
ket at harvest time.

I spent 5 years as a deputy adminis-
trator for farm programs with Earl
Butz, and then went back home to the
farm. Anyone that thinks that it is not
tough, making money on a farm, has
not spent a lot of time on the farm.
Farmers put in those 14- and 15-hour
days. They work very hard. They are
desperate to try to have the kind of
provisions and services and piano les-
sons and the ability to send their kids
to college. They are trying hard in
working those extra hours to try to ac-
commodate their family in the same
kind of living as their city cousins. It
has been very tough.

So we are losing a lot of our farmers,
and we continue the trend of farmers
and farms getting bigger and bigger.

I want to make it clear that the limi-
tation amendment will only affect the
very largest of recipients. For instance,
the average acreage that would have to
be taken in the last 2 crop years to
reach the limit that the payment limi-
tation sets was over 6,000 acres of corn.
So, again, the average farm is 460
acres, but to reach the payment limita-
tion in relation to the price over the
last 2 years was 6,000 acres of corn, al-
most 5,800 acres of soybeans, almost
2,000 acres of cotton and 13,000 acres of
wheat, 17,000 acres of rice.

I would note that the average farm
size again is 450 acres. So these are
very large farms to reach that limit.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask all Ameri-
cans to work with us in terms of sup-
porting American farmers. I have sug-
gested that, number one, we want to
try to talk these other countries into
reducing their subsidies, because sub-
sidies tend to encourage overproduc-
tion that has a chain reaction of extra
supply, lowering the price, and so farm-
ers end up receiving that much lower
price from the markets. So we need to
work together cooperatively with other
countries.

But I think it is very important that
we keep our agriculture industry, we
keep and we do what is necessary in
these farm programs that we are going
to develop over the next several weeks
to make sure we have a strong agricul-
tural industry that can continue to
provide the highest quality food in the
world at the lowest percentage of take-
home pay of anyplace in the world.

Again, we produce the highest qual-
ity of food at the lowest percentage of
take-home pay of anyplace in the
world. That efficient production in ag-
riculture has allowed so many people
that used to work on the farm pro-
ducing food to try to survive to go into
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industry and manufacturing and now
into the new information technology.
So the agricultural industry that has
been the most efficient of any industry;
if we take the automobile industry or
computers or anything else, the in-
crease in productivity of American ag-
riculture has surpassed almost every
other industry.

In conclusion, I would say, Mr.
Speaker, that I ask all of my col-
leagues to join with me when they talk
to conferees and encourage them to
come up with a payment limitation
that is fair to all farmers, but not to
give in to some of the pressure groups
and the large, huge mega farm oper-
ations that are trying to put pressure
on our conferees to continue unlimited
payments without restrictions. Of
course, let me add to that the grain
marketers who tend to make a certain
profit per unit of production also gain
from having large volumes produced.
So those industries, the grain indus-
tries, the cotton, rice, et cetera, those
industries do not want the kind of pay-
ment limitations that is going to re-
sult in fewer bushels or pounds being
produced because that is where they
have their margin and markup on prof-
its.

Mr. Speaker, it is going to be a chal-
lenge. I hope we can overcome that
challenge, and I hope we can have the
kind of payment limitations that helps
make sure that we do not have a na-
tion of huge mega farms.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. LEE (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today before 4:30 p.m. on ac-
count of business in the district.

Ms. WATERS (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today on account of
business in the district.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MCGOVERN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PENCE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ENGLISH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MCINNIS, for 5 minutes, today.
The following Member (at his own re-

quest) to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous material:

Mr. LEWIS of California, for 5 min-
utes, today.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 1857. An act to encourage the negotiated
settlement of tribal claims.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 55 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, March 7, 2002, at 10
a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5748. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of
Agiculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Brucellosis in Cattle; State and
Area Classifications; Florida [Docket No. 01–
020–2] received February 22, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

5749. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of
Agiculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Mexican Hass Avocado Import
Program [Docket No. 00–003–4] (RIN: 0579–
AB27) received February 22, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

5750. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Limited Ports of Entry for Pet Birds,
Performing or Theatrical Birds, and Poultry
and Poultry Products [Docket No. 01–121–1]
received February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5751. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Importation of Unshu Oranges From
Japan [Docket No. 99–099–2] (RIN: 0579–AB17)
received February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5752. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—States Approved To Receive Stallions
and Mares From CEM-Affected Regions;
Rhode Island [Docket No. 01–055–2] received
February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5753. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Prohibition of Beef From Argentina
[Docket No. 01–032–2] received February 22,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

5754. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Interstate Movement of Swine Within

a Production System [Docket No. 98–023–2]
(RIN: 0579–AB28) received February 22, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

5755. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Commercial Transportation of Equines
to Slaughter [Docket No. 98–074–2] (RIN:
0579–AB06) received February 22, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

5756. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Horses From Iceland; Quarantine Re-
quirements [Docket No. 00–010–2] received
February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5757. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Imported Fire Ant; Addition to Quar-
antined Areas [Docket No. 01–081–1] received
February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5758. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Citrus Canker; Addition to Quar-
antined Areas [Docket No. 00–036–3] received
February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5759. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Asian Longhorned Beetle; Addition to
Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 01–092–1] re-
ceived February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5760. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Phytophthora Ramorum; Quarantine
and Regulations [Docket No. 01–054–1] re-
ceived February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5761. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Commuted Traveltime Periods: Over-
time Services Relating to Imports and Ex-
ports [Docket No. 01–111–1] received Feb-
ruary 22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5762. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Animals Destroyed Because of Tuber-
culosis; Payment of Indemnity [Docket No.
00–106–1] (RIN: 0579–AB29) received February
22, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

5763. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Export Certification; Canadian Solid
Wood Packing Materials Exported From the
United States to China [Docket No. 99–100–4]
received February 22, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5764. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
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